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Art Unit: 1791 

PROCESS FOR PRODUCING UNSTRETCHED FILM, PROCESS FOR PRODUCING 
RESIN-COATED METAL SHEET. AND APPARATUS FOR PRODUCING 
UNSTRETCHED FILM 

Detailed Action 

1 . Applicant's request for reconsideration filed on July 13, 2009, was received. 
Claims 1-3 were amended. Claims 5, 15, and 16 were cancelled. A translation of the 
foreign priority document, JP 2004-055684, was submitted. 

2. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code, not included in this Action can 
be found in the Office Action issued on April 13, 2009. 

Claim Objections 

3. The objection to claim 2 is withdrawn because this claim has been amended to 
correct the typographical error therein. 

Claim Rejections— 35 USC §112 

4. The rejections of claim 2 and 3 under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2, second paragraph, are 
maintained. While Applicant has amended claim 2 to provide antecedent basis for "a 
resin melt supply ducts" [sic] to which the thermoplastic resin and other thermoplastic 
resin are fed, and to clarify that it is shapes of these resins that are widened through a 
manifold, claim 2 still has no antecedent basis for "the die lip" (line 1 3 of claim 2). 
Similarly, claim 3 as amended gives antecedent basis to "a feed block," but gives none 
to "the resin melt supply duct to which the thermoplastic resin is fed" (line 3 of claim 3). 
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(While this duct is properly introduced in claim 2, it is not previously mentioned in claim 
3 or claim 3's base, claim 1 .) 

5. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply with 
the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in 
the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession 
of the claimed invention. Claim 1 as amended recites that the difference in the viscosity 
between the two thermoplastic resins is "at least 3000 poises at a shear rate of from 20 
to 500 sec -1 " (lines 9-1 0 of claim 1 ). The instant specification provides support only for 
the condition in which the resins differ in viscosity by at most 3000 poises at a shear 
rate of from 20 to 500 sec -1 (see, e.g., p. 7, LL. 19-23 of the instant specification), as 
was claimed in withdrawn claims 9 and 17 and cancelled claims 5 and 15, and as is 
noted in the accompanying arguments. For the purpose of compact prosecution, claim 

1 is interpreted here as reciting, "...the difference in the viscosity between the 
thermoplastic resin and the other thermoplastic resin is at most 3000 poises at a shear 
rate of from 20 to 500 sec -1 

Claim Rejections— 35 USC §103 

6. Claims 1-4, 13, and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kegasawa et al. (US 2004/0108621 ; "Kegasawa '621") in view of 
Kegasawa et al. (US 2002/01 12813, newly cited: "Kegasawa '813"). 
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Regarding claim 1, Kegasawa '621 teach a process for producing an unstretched 
film by separately heating and melting first and second thermoplastic resins A and B, 
feeding the first resin A to a central duct 32 in a feed block 13, leading the second resin 
B via branch ducts 34 in the feed block to both edges of the resin A, then ejecting both 
resins through an extrusion T-die 12, which extrudes both resins onto a casting roll 14 
such that the resin B coexists on both sides of the resin A, and cutting off and recycling 
the film's selvages formed by resin B (Abstract; Fig. 1 , 2a-c, 4, 6; [0002, 0008, 0016, 
0037-0039, 0044]). 

While Kegasawa '621 do not explicitly teach the viscosities of the resins, they 
teach that the larger the difference in the melt flow rates (which are inversely 
proportional to viscosity) between the resins A and B, the greater the resins' tendency is 
to separate in the extruded film, and that the resins should therefore have a ratio of melt 
flow rates preferably between 0.5 and 2 [001 1]. Further, Kegasawa '813 teach a similar 
process in which first and second thermoplastic resins 1 1A and 1 1 B are fed to a die 12 
and extruded into a film in which the second resin 1 1 B flanks the central first resin 1 1 A 
on both sides (Fig. 1, 2, 3a; [0038-0039]). Kegasawa '813 teach that the second resin 
is preferably chosen to have a viscosity somewhat more than that of the central first 
resin, in order to suppress neck-in (where the extruded film narrows across its width and 
thickens on its lateral edges) and film shake (where the film's width fluctuates during 
extrusion), without the resins' viscosities differing so much as to cause film separation 
(Abstract; [0004-0005, 0015-0016, 0044]). Hence, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to choose the resin A of Kegasawa '621 to have viscosity below 
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that of B to discourage neck-in and film shake, without choosing viscosities that differ by 
more than 3000 poises at a shear rate from 20 to 500 sec -1 in order to avoid film 
separation, in light of the combined teachings of Kegasawa '621 and Kegasawa '813. 

Regarding claim 2, while Kegasawa '621 do not show the source of the resins A 
and B, they teach that resins A and B differ and are fed by separate resin melt supply 
ducts to the feed block 1 3 (see Fig. 1 2; [001 1 , 0050, 0052]), so that the resins A and B 
must inherently be heated and melted separately in different extruders and fed by the 
melt supply ducts connected to the extruders. The feed block 13 has a central duct 32 
for the resin A and holes formed on both sides thereof, the holes being connected to the 
branch ducts 34 through which resin B is fed (Fig. 2a, 2c, 12; [0039]). The shapes of 
the resins are then widened through a manifold 28 connected to the feed block 13 and 
extruded through the extrusion T-die's lip 30 onto the casting roll 14 such that the resin 
B coexists on both sides of the resin A (Fig. 1 , 2a, 2b; [0039, 0041 , 0044]). 

Regarding claims 3 and 13, Kegasawa '621 teach a feed block 13 in which the 
cross sections of the central duct 32 carrying the first resin A and of the holes formed by 
the branch ducts 34 feeding the second resin B are rectangular (Fig. 2a, 2c, 3, 4, 12; 
[0025-0026, 0039]). (Note that the commonly accepted definition of the term 
"rectangular" is "Having one or more right angles." (The American Heritage Dictionary of 
the English Language, 4th ed., defn. 2). 

Regarding claims 4 and 14, while Kegasawa '621 do not explicitly state their 
reason for coextruding the second resin B at the edges of resin A's film, then cutting off 
and recycling these edges, Kegasawa '813 explain that extruded films tend to thicken at 
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their lateral edges by the neck-in phenomenon [0004], while Applicant similarly 
discloses in paragraph [0002] of the instant specification that this edge-thickening is an 
inherent result of extruding films of highly viscous thermoplastic resin through a T-die. 
Hence the edge portions formed by resin B in Kegasawa '621 must intrinsically be 
thicker than the center portion formed by resin A. 

7. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kegasawa '621 and Kegasawa '813 as applied to claims 1-4, 13, and 14 above, and 
further in view of Thompson (US 4,272,312), for the same reasons presented in 
paragraph 9 of the Office Action issued on April 13, 2009; Applicant is referred to the 
same for a complete discussion of this rejection. 

Response to Arguments 

8. Applicant's arguments filed on July 13, 2009, have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. Applicant argues that Kegasawa '621 teach coextruding the 
thermoplastic resins A and B such that they partially overlap each other, as depicted in 
Figs. 3 and 5, in contrast with the process of Applicant's invention, which limits the 
difference in the two resins' viscosities in order to prevent the resins from overlapping in 
the extruded film. However, Kegasawa '621 also teach that the melt flow rates 
(inversely proportional to viscosity) of the resins A and B should be similar, with a ratio 
of the two melt flow rates preferably in the range of 0.5 to 2, so that it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to choose the resins A and B of Kegasawa '621 
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to have viscosities differing by no more than 3000 poises at a shear rate of from 20 to 
500 sec -1 , in accordance with claim 1 . The examiner maintains that no distinctions 
between the instant invention and the process of Kegasawa '621 have been articulated 
in the present claims. Applicant further argues with respect to claim 6 that because the 
resins in the film produced by the inventive process do not overlap, there is nothing to 
be cut off from the extruded film, in contrast with the process of Kegasawa '621 . The 
examiner points out that Applicant's disclosure explicitly describes cutting off the edges 
of the extruded film (see the Abstract, Fig. 7, and paragraph [0007] of the instant 
specification), as is recited in the instant claim 1. 



Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to BRIAN R. SLAWSKI whose telephone number is 
(571)270-3855. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Thursday, 7:30 
a.m. to 5:00 p.m. ET. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richard Crispino, can be reached on (571) 272-1226. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
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USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Brian R. Slawski/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 1791 

B.R.S. 

/Richard Crispino/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 1791 



